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FOREWORD 



t, . ,T ^, r ^ Search * nd devel °P ment was conducted under advanced development task area 
Z1176-PN (Individual Technical Training), work unitZl 176-PN.03 (Improved Performance 
Through Instruction in "A" School-related Basic Skills)-and was sponsored by the Chief of 
Naval Operations (OP-01). The objective of the work unit is to develop a job-oriented 
basic skills (JOBS) training program and to determine whether this program can 
compensate for the skill .deficiencies of lower-aptitude personnel sucrf that they can 
successfully complete Navy technical schools and perform to standard in the fleet. 

I h £.!SE5 ' S the third in a series concerni ng the JOBS training.program. The first 
report (NPRDC Tech. Rep. 81-24) described program development activities; and the 
second (NPRDC Tech. Rep. 82-14), an interim evaluation. The data in this report 
supersedes those provided in NPRDC Tech. Rep. 82-14. Future reports will describe the 
final evaluation and cost/benefit analysis of the program. 



JAMES F. KELLY, JR. 
Commanding Officer 



JAMES W. TWEEDDALE 
Technical Director 
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SUMMARY 

Problem and Background 

Although recent improvements in compensation and benefits are reducing the 
attrition problem, the Congressional Budget Office is still forecasting a shortfall of Navy 
high school accessions of about 5 percent per year through 1986. This is attributed to 
congressionally mandated limits on entering recruits scoring in the lower mental aptitude 
categories on the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery CASVAB). To address'this 
problem, job-oriented basic skills (JOBS) . curricula were developed for four content 
strands covering preparatory training for 12 Class "A" schools. 

Objective 

The objective of this effort was to evaluate the job-oriented basic/prerequisite skills 
training program to determine whether it can compensate for the skill deficiencies of 
lower aptitude personnel such that they can successfully complete Navy technical schools 
and perform to standard in the fleet. 

Approach » * ' 

Between the period from May 1977 through June 1981, a total of .5,326 JOBS-eligible 
candidates were identified during recruit classification and briefed on theJOBS program 
All candidates were below the allowable ASVAB waiver limit for the "A" school for which 
-they were being considered but'within the range established for JOBS eligibility for a 
particular rating. Of those briefed, 3,018 volunteered for the JOBS program. These 
recruits were randomly assigned to two groups: (1) JOBS direct-track (N = 1,216), who^ 
were to enter JOBS training immediately following recruit training, and (2) JOBS delayed- 
l< t ♦ Jf '' were t0 com P lete apprenticeship training and .spend some time in 
the fleet before csmmencing JOBS training. Data (demographic, performance, attrition, 
etc.) collected for the two JOBS groups were compared with those collected for three 
comparison groups: A fleet control group, comprised of the JOBS-qualified recruits who 
^ n ?7° 1 fl U .? tee u f .° r th * pr0gram < N = 2,308), and two "A" school-qualified groups who 
attended "A" school at the same time as did the JOBS groups. One "A" school group was 
comprised of recruits who entered "A" school immediately after, completion of recruit 
training (N = 1,050>, and the-other, of those who completed apprenticeship training and 
spent some .time in the fleet before entering "A" school (N = 276). 

Findings . * . ' 

•N 

1. Demographic data collected showed that JOBS groups included twice as many 
minorities as did the "A" school groups. " • y 

2. The mean AFQT score of the "A" school-qualified group was approximately 29 
points higher than that of the JOBS group, although approximately 20 percent more of the 

.JOBS group had received high school diplomas. 

I, 

° f the 1,551 ^BS-quaWieti students -who have attended JOBS school, 1 493 
(96%) have graduated and 58 (4%) have attrited. The majority of attrites were' for 
. disciplinary reasons. ' 

The JOBS delayed-track group had a signif icahtly higher number ot attrites from 
JOBS school than did the JQB.5 direct-track group. , ! 
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5. di the 1,493 JOBS graduates, "A" school data are available for 1,256. Of these, 
996 (79%) have graduated and 260 (21%) have attrited. Comparable figures for the "A" 
school comparison group are 90 and 10 percent. 

6. On sfx of the* seven job performance criteria (all but the military bearing and 
conduct criterion), the "A" school group received slightly higher mean ratings than did the 
JOBS group. 

7. - Thirty-three months after the JOBS and "A" school comparison groups had 
graduated from "A" school, the "A" school group had over twice as many fleet discharges 
as did the JOBS group, thus reducing the total loss rate between the two groups to only 3 
percent. 



Conclusions 



It appears that the JOBS program has the potential for attenuating Navy technical 
manpower shortages and contributing to mipority upward mobility. Considering the 
significantly lower fleet discharge rate of the JOBS group, the Navy may be unduly 
constraining its manpower options by excluding these personnel from consideration as 
eligible for technical training. 

Recommendations v 

1. ' Examine the effectiveness ot JOBS as a remedial program for "A" school- 
qualified attrites (currently being explored by the Chief of Naval Technical Training). 

2. Conduct cost/benefit analysis of the JOBS training program (currently being 
done by NAVPERSRANDCEN). ' * ' y . e 

3. Expand the JOBS program to address additional ratings (currently being done by 
the Chief of Naval Education and Training). 
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INTRODUCTION 

Problem . ^ * 

u,iH Jv hC j °^°[ i !i nt t d SkiUs D0BS) program was conceived in 1977 in response to the 
widely predicted shortfall in high quality accessions (individuals with a high school 

An tSri 3 ? 1 ";? 8 ■ in /?c e SS^ tegories *' ° r upper 111 on the Armed Services Vocational 
iSZSZZLP ^ ft SV J B) 10 th ^ 1980S * Althou S h recent improvements in military 
compensation and bene its are reducing, this problem, the Congressional Budget Office* 
fo«L fo £f. as ? a shortfall in high quality accessions, of about 5 percent per year through 
1986. This is attributed to Congressionally mandated limits on the number of entering 
recruits scoring in the lower mental aptitude categories on the ASVAB. 

Although this shortfall could be dealt with, by seeking relief from these limits: this 
would result in a proportional decrease in recruits now eligible for Navy technical 

K^T g ntH Ml . mm r f ASVAB , SC ° reS reqUired f0r « tr y int0 Navv tech nical schools v^ry 
r^rirninm u th ° Ught t0 * re <* uired t0 complete successfully each school 

t H K 0 , W ! Ve ;L th ! Se SC ° reS Serve 35 onlv g enerai indicators of aptitude, which 
have been established by the Navy to minimize academic failure and/or setback Indeed 

D n a r C t a r S nf a rt ere M he pr ° S Pf tive student W*« to be highly motivated or has performed 
£££ y u a , fl6et assi g nment ' ASVAB entry requirements are lowered up to three 

points per subtest below minimum required levels. Given that these waivered students as 

3 S°lf ' 3 l0Wer tecnnical sch001 attrition rate than do/"their ASVAB-qualified 

cohbrts, some argument can be made, for exploring the conditions that enable them to 
complete the Navy's technical schools successfully. Aside from the mSivational aS 
?£l t d lI eq t U !J em t entS that V Somewnat inh erent in most learning situations, it may be 
25 1 w C . St ^ ents score in tne ASVAB lower mental aptitude categories because they Jr! 
c?..c + t - e n ^ cessarv basic or Prerequisite skills required to learn the higher order 
skills taught in the technical schools. Identification of these job-oriented basic/pre- 
requisite skill deficits and the implementation of an instructional program may enable 
these students to complete the Navy's technical schools successfully, thus helpm? o 
diminish the shorl!age of technically trained personnel. H 6 

^iimi I n at re n Cen + l and Ureases in compensation and benefits should succeed in 

e iminating the projected shortfall in quality recruits, the JOBS program could still be 

52 h h° r GXa ? Ple ' lt C ° Uld 156 US6d t0 train lower a P titude recruits during mobilizat on! 
when higher end strengths could well result in a proportionately larger number of such 
recruits. Also, it could be used as a Navy upward mobility initiative, in cases when ethnic 
minorities are disproportionately represented in technical ratings. - 



Background 




The purpose of the JOBS program was to determine whether job-oriented basic/re- 
quisite skills raining would enable low aptitude students to increase their mastery of the 

and Trf S 0 rm^ 11S 7* J "^t^ need t0 C ° m P ,ete selected " A " schools successfully 
and perform to standard .in the fleet. The "A" schools selected for curriculum 

development were those covering four training areas (strands)-propulsion engineering 

CPE), operations (OPS , administrative/clerical (A/C), and electricity/electronics (EE) 

Table 1 shows the ratings included in each strand. A detailed description of curricu urn 

development appears in Harding, Mogford, Melching, and Showel (1981) curriculum 



'Resources for Defense: A Review of Key Issues for Fiscal Year 1982-1986 
Congressional Budget Office Study, January 1981. 
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Table 1 

JOBS Strands, Ratings,4ncluded, and Selection Criteria 



Strand . - 


Ratings Included 


AFQT^core 


. Selection Criteria 
ASVAB Composite Scores 8 


Other 5 , 


Propulsion 
Engineering 
(4 weeks) 0 


Boiler Technician (BT) 
Engineman (EN) 
Machinist's mate (MM) 


37 or less 


Series 5/6/7; 
Series 8/9/10: 

* 


MK + AI = 77 to 87 
MK + AS = 77*to 87 


None 


Operations 
v (4 weeks) 0 


Operations specialist (OS) 
Quartermaster (QM) 


37 or less 
37 or less 


Series 5/6/7; 
Series 8/9/10: 

Series 5/6/7: 

S<*rif»c 8/9/1 ft* 


v WK + AR = 87 to 97 
VE + AR = 87 to 97 

WK + AR = 81 to 91 
Ye + AR = 81 to 91 


A,B,C,D,E 
A,B,C,D,E 


Administrative/ 
Clerical 

( 5 u/^ol/c^ 


Aviation storekeeper (AK) 
Personnelman (PN) 
' Storekeeper (SK) 
Yeoman (YN) 


37 or less 
37 or less 
37 or less 
37 or less 


Series 5/6/7: 
Series 8/9/10: 

Series 5/6/7: 
Series 8/9/10: 

Series 5/6/7: 
Series 8/9/10: 

Series 5/6/7: 
Series 8/9/10: 


. WK + AR = 87 to 97 
VE + AR = 87 to 97 

Wfc + AR = 93 to 103 
VE + AR = 93 to 103 

WK + AR = 87 to 97 
VE + AR = 87 to 97 

WK + NO + AD = 
VA to 15* 
' VE + NO + GS = 
!Mtol5<f . 


None 
None 
None 
D,E 


(Electricity/ » 
Electronics 
. (8 weeks) 0 


Aviation antisubmarine 
warfare technician (AX) 

Aviation electronics * 
technician (AT) * 

Aviation fire control • 
technician (AQ) 


37 or less 


Series 5/6/7 and 
8/9/10: 


MK + EI + GS = 1*5 to 155 A,D,E 
• 

0 



°The JOBS training week consisted of 30 hours of lock-step instruction, with after-hours remediation. 

^«^^7J A^?fiff B3SiC 3nd (BE/E) and Avion.cs (AV) courses, 

\ 
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The concept of prerequisite job-related skills training is not new to the military. The 
U.S. Army developed a job-oriented reading program called FLIT (functional literacy), 
which was designed to provide a level of functional literacy appropriate to minimal 
job/task reading requirements found in. major clusters of common, high-density, Army 
military occupational specialties (Sticht, 1975). RUT was the first major effort to move 
f rom a general remedial education approach to job-related training in basic/prerequisite 
skills. However, it was used only to teach job-relkted reading skills. It was sucessful in 
improving job reading skills by approximately two reading grade levels (RGLs). 

The Army National Gpard, which includes a substantial number of personnel with 
reading skills below the 7.0 grade level, implemented a modified version of the Army's 
advanced individual preparatory training program, which included both job reading tasks 
and basic reading skills segments (Fox, McGuire, joyner, & Funk, 1976). As with the 
Armys FLIT program, the Army' National Guard program also succeeded in raising a" 
participant's reading skills by two RGLs. . \ 

m , J he Ai . r f orc * ^f 0 developed a job-relevant reading program (Huff, Sticht, & Joyner, 
1976) entitled JORP. (Job-oriented Reading Program). JORP was similar to FLIT except 
that it focused on personnel with somewhatMiigher RGLs and trained for reading tasks 
found not only on the job but also in career development courses. 

Aiken, Duffy, and Nugent (1977), in a study of the influence of reading skill on 
performance in Navy "A" schools, tested students in 10 Navy "A" schools and in the Basic 
Electricity and Electronics Preparatory Course. Results showed wide ranges in the 
reading skill related to~dourse performance, as well as in" the amount and difficulty of the 
reading assigned. These results-show that (1) significant numbers of Navy personnel who 
■are deficient in reading, skills are being assigned large amounts of reading tasks and (2) 
reading skill is predictive of successful course performance. Later studies provided 
information on tfte nature and extent of reading in the Navy and the reading skills of Navy 
personnel (Sticht, Fox, Hauke, & Zapf , 1977a) and a general plan for development of a job- 
oriented reading training program (Sticht et ah, 1977b). « 

Civen the reading deficiencies found among the Navy recruits and the possible Navy 
requirement for broader use of lower altitude personnel to help alleviate manpower 
shortages in technical areas, it was judged potentially beneficial for the Navy to develop 
the JOBS program, which would further expand upon the Army/Air Force concept of job- " 
oriented basic/prerequisite skills training. 

Objective 

The objective of this effort was to evaluate the JOBS program to determine whether 
it can compensate for the skill deficiencies of lower aptitude personnel such that they can' 
successfully complete Navy technical schools and perform to standard in the fleet. 
Preliminary results of this evaluation were described in a previous report (Baker <fc Huff, 




APPROACH 

Participants 

JOBS Groups 

Potential candidates for the JOBS program were identified during classification 
processing at recruit training. Classifiers at Naval Training Centers (NTCs), San Diego, 

3 



California, Great Lakes, Illinois, and Orlando, Florida interviewed incoming recruits for 
the JOBS program. Eligibility was established based on scores' achieved on the Armed 
Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) and the ASVAB composite tests required for entrance 
into a given- Class "A" school. All candidates were below the maximum allowable ASVAB 
composite waiver limitj or the "A M school for which they were being considered but within 
the range established for JOBS eligibility for a particular rating (see Table 1). 

During the period from May 1977 through June 1981, a total of 5,326 JOBS-eligible 
'candidates were identified and briefed on* the purpose and potential benefits of the JQBS 
program. 2 As a result, 3,018 persons volunteered for the program, and 2,308 did not. The 
latter group continued with the training sequence for nonschool-qualified recruits, 
ultimately to be part of the Navy's general detail (GBNDET j force. 

The 3,018 JOBS volunteers were randomly assigned to one of two JOBS training 
sequences, referred to as direct and delayed-track groups. Those in the JOBS direct-track 
group (N = 1,2 Id) were to be sent to the JOBS school immediately following recruit 
training; and those in the JOBS delayed-track group (N = 1,802), after they had attended 
apprenticeship traifttng and spent tipne in the fleet (the majority between 5 and 8 months). 
Upon successful completi™ of the JOBS school, students in both groups would attend their 
selected Class "A" schools and, if successful Jhere, be assigned to the fleet as a 
designated striker. If they failed anywhere in the training pipeline, they would be'sent to 
the GENDET force. . ' 

Comparison Groups 

• • • 

Three groups^were formed with whom jofes student performance could be compared. 
The first group, called the. fleet control group, consisted of the 2,308 JOBS-eligible 
recruits who did not volunteer for the program. The other two groups were to consist of 
M A" school students attending the "A" school during the same period as the JOBS students. 
The first "A" school group would consist of ASVAB-qualified recruits selected to- enter M A ,f 
school immediately after completing ^recruit training" (direct-track); and the second, of 
ASVAB-qualified students selected to complete recruit and apprenticeship training and 
then serve in the fleet before attending "A" Sthool (delayed-track). 

Data Collection Procedures and Variables 

Data were collected for members of the various experimental and comparison groups 
at five collection points: (1) during recruit classification (all groups), (2) before they 
entered JOBS training (JOBS delayed-track and fleet co.ntrol groups), (3) duttng JOBS 
training (JOBS direct-track and delayed-track groups), (4) during "A" sctotol training 
(JOBS and "A" school groups), and (5) after they finished "A" school and had been assigned 
to the fleet (JOBS and "A" school groups). Variables collected at each of these points are 
listed in Table 2; data collection procedures are discussed below. 

}• Recruit classification . During the first year of program operation, NTC 
classifiers entered information from a recruit's personnel records onto specially developed 
forms and then forwarded these forms to ,the Navy Personnel Research and Development 
Center (NAVPERSRANDCEN). During the second year, the classifiers, using computer 
programs developed by the Navy Military Personnel Command (NMPC), supplied recruit 



Although additional personnel have entered the JOBS program since June 1981, their 
progress is being tracked by the Chi6f of Naval Education and Training (CNET), who 
became program manager in October 1980. 

i • • • 
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- T^le 2 

Variables Collected for Group Members at Data Collection Points 



During Recruit 
# Classification ^ 

Social security, number f 
ff^Years of education / 
^ Education certificate / 

Ethnic background 

R^ce v 

jASVAB scores/series . 
. . Date of birtK 
. Date of classification 
"A" school preferences 
AI^QT score (renormal) 
Readinggrade level 
feate *" 
Group assignment (track) 
Classification site 



Pre-JOBS 
Training 



Duping JOBS Training 



During "A" School Training 



Post "A" Schcioi Training. 
Fleet Performance 



Discharge (reason 
and date) 

flQ Bg delayed- 
trScfc and f leet 
control groups ) 



(All group$) 



"Preevaluation jest 
Postevaluation test 
Training^ite 
Date convened . » 
" D^te graduated * 
Date attrited (reason) 
* Number discipline actlbns 
> Curriculupi revision % { . 

\ ; (JOBS direct-track and 
oeiayed-track groups ) 



All schools 
Kate " 
School attended A 
Date convened 

Date graduated ' • . 

. Date attrited (reason) ' 
Nunhber of Academic: Review Board 
Last duty station 

• Additional variables by school 

OS, QM: \s 
Number of setbacks 
Total length of schools 
, Final school grade 
Class standing 

.AK,-PN,SK, YN: 

Number contract days to completion 
Number days to typirjg criterion 

BT, EN, MM: 
Final bdsic completion score 
Final "A" completion s'core 
Final overall average score 
Days to cortolete basic (PE) 
Days to compete f, A fl 

BE/E, AV "A": 
Predicted contact time 
Actual contact time 
Final comprehensive ^ 

(JOBS and "A" school 
groups ) 



Type of tasks assigned 
Performance on tasks assigned 
. Skill/knowledge required 
Amount of supervision required 
Military bearing/conduct 
^ PQS prQgress 
Time on station 
Third class exafn scores 
Reeniistment recommendation 
. Reeniistn\ent rate * 

' * (JOBS and "A" school groups ) 
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a cnmmTr [y !° NaVy ' S Com P u < er Assisted Assignment Program (COMPASS) 

NAW^AItoW-nT^K lJ StinS) WaS ^ P roduced and maUed /o 
maJtefteS (K Z ^ th ! A S , Ch ° o1 S rou P s were ' obtained from the enlisted 
master tape (EMT) as the names and social security numbers of those randomly selected 
for these groups became available. r«nwimy selected 

2. Pre- JOBS training. Whenever members of JOBSxlelayed-track and fleet control 

fL'masXaSviZ 6 '' *?, datC and reason for di ^ e w« ob££S f rom 

Data SnlfrnMnr y - "2 i0?S flleS maintairied by the Department of Defense Manpower 
Data Center (DM DC) in Monterey, California ancl from OPNAVs survival tractate file- 
Computer searches were made periodically to update discharge information. g 

;3 ; During JOBS school. During the early months of the program graduation anrl 
rS^Th dat 5 f ° rWarded t0 N A VPER SR AN D CEN * di rec tl y f rorn The JOBS sc hool 

Later, these data were obtained from OPNAVs survival tracking file. 

*. During "A" schools. Graduation and attrition data for JOBS and "A" school 
qualified groups were obtained from OPNAVs survival tracking file ( 

. . tnat subjects be reenlisted. A copy of the'survey questionnaire appears in the appendix. 

JOBS Training . ■ . 

During the period frdm 31 August 1979 to 3 April 1981, JOBS training in all 
- curriculum strands was conducted exclusively at NTC San Dieeo On 6 i Aor ii th^J 
additional JOBS training sites were established by ^^t'^ T ^i^i[^l 
in accordance with the OPNAV JOBS transition plan (1 980 . T h«c ^ shes weri at NTC 

Training procedures were the same at each location. Contracted civilian instructor, 
were obtained from local educational institutions. JOBS training mfteS wer^luSS 
o 12 fnM t ° rS r , alon l with deta » ed guides explaining th7 sequence 6 , ?ort«?JSScSit 
£ t T- ^ thC classrooms ' The instructor/student ratio was' approximated Tlfr 
The host training center supplied all instructional facilities and JSS r«wSe for 

' fSf d , b r d ;, ng , the ? UdentS: - The milit fy re * ain * d Control oTaU Sffitratf^ 
functions and handled any disciplinary actions that arose. administrative 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ' • V 

S17 i S | ° f ?f Ch , i' 531 of the ^ 018 30BS volunteers (1,01* direct-track and 

537 delayed-track) had been enrolled in JOBS training 3 Of thAcJ i o« • f 

subsequently enrolled in "A" school training? & ' rGCrUltS Were 

« • * 

■ • S ,» , * 

3 As of March ^1982, 202 direct-track students had not yet entered the JOBS school 
X^r^^^^^ ---- student 2? 

" ' "A" school remaIning • tUdCnt * had f rom 30BS sch001 ^d 237 did not attend ' 

ERjC . . * ' 14 



Although the number of subjects in both the JOBS and "A" school-qualified groups has 
!? w 6 « ,o« 8 ,1 f ntly SinCS the P re * iminar y JOB^ evaluation results were reported (Baker 
& Huff, 1981), the percentages in Table 3, which presents the background characteristics 
of the experimental and comparison groups, are essentially the same. As before, over half 
of the students in the JOBS groups ar* minorities, compared to less than 20 percent of the 
A school groups Also the mean AFQT score of the "A" school groups is approximately 

™£ 8 f , th fu° f u the J ° BS ^° UPS ' in S -P ite of the fac " thit about 89 percent 
of the JOBS students had high school diplomas, comparejd to about' 68 percent of the "A" 
school- students The fact that a number of JOBS studWlfave highVchool diplomas.rs 
not surprising when one considers that these mental category r iV recruits are required to 
possess a high school diploma for admission ijito thlF^avyr 

' . Table/3 

Background Characteristics of Experimental > * 

p ,•• apd Comparison Groups 



Variable 



Race/Ethnic 



JOBS 



Direct- Delayed- 
track track 
(N = l,'014) (N = 537) 



Group " *• 
"A" School-qualified 
direct- Delayed 
tracf< track 
(N = i;050) (N = 276) 



Note. All percentages do not equal 100 because of rounding. 



Fleet 
Control 
(N = 2,308) 



( Caucasian 

' Black <• 

Hispanic 

Other Minority 


'42.6 
44.3 
7.1 
6.0 


,42. 8' 
*48'.8 
3.* 
* ■ 4,7 


81.9 . 
, 12.5 
. '3.2 
2.3 


84.1 

13.0 r- 

1.4 
1.4 


48.2 
42.0 
7.0 
2.9 


Mental Category 


100.0 


» 100.0 


99.9 

* 


99.9 


100.1 


I 

II 

III upper 

III lower 

IV upper 
IV lower 
V 


' 0.5 
3.0 
16.6 
35.7 
44.2. 


0.2 

0.6 

3A 
46.0 
50.2 * 


1.7 
29.6 
26.4 
22.9 
10.1 

-9.4 


2.3 
24.9 
26.4 
- 26.4 
14.6 
5.0 
0.4 


0.3 
3.4 
45.4 
50.8 
0.1 


Mean AFQT 
Education 


100.0 
23.8 


' 100.1 
21.3 

, V 


101.1 
*52.1 


f 

100.0 

*51.5 


100.0 
21.1 


No diploma 
GED 

HS diploma 
Post HS degree 


4.5 
4.8 
.88.8 
1.8 


7.2 

.1.9 i 
90.4 
0.6 ' 


20.1 
10.6 
66.7 
2.5 


17.4 
10.2 
71.6 
0.8 


6.8 
4.2 
88.6 
0.4 




99.9 


100.1 


, 99.9" 


100.0 


100.0 



• Since the preliminary results were reported, the number of students who hav# 
attended the JOBS school has nearly doubled (873 vs. 1,551) and .the attrition h'as 
decreased^from 4.8 to 3.7 percent. Jable 4 presents the overall .attrition arid graduation 
percentages of JOBS school students by strand and by track! As shown; of the l,«55l 
students who have attended JOBS school since July 1979, 1,493 (96%) have graduated and 
58 (4%) have attrited. Eleven (19%>of the attrites were for academic reasons, 36 (62%) / 
for nonacadernic reasons, and 11 (19%) for other, reasons. It is interesting to note that the/ 
majority of the nonacadejnic actions involve the delayed-track group. Not surprisingly 
students who have spent 5 to 8 months on board ship appear to be less manageable than ' 
those coming directly from the more disciplined recruit training environment. 



Table*" $ \ 

Attrition in JOBS School 



Item - 


, Total 3 
N 


Graduates 

N , .(%) • 


Attrites " 1 
N (%) 


, * 

By Sjrand 


Propulsion engineering 
Operations 

Administrative/clerical 
. , Electricity/electronics 


591 
^ 280 v 
478 • 
202 


574 
264 
^465 
190 


97.0 
94.3 * 
97.0 
94.6 „ 


iV 

• 16 
13 
12 


3.0 
• 5.7 
3.0 
6.0 


TotaJ, 


1551 


* 1*93 


96.3 • 


\ 


3.7 


* By Track , 


Direct-track 

Delayed-track 

t> *^*** 


1014 
537 


998 
495 


98.4 
92.1 


16 
'42 


1.6 
7.9 


v Total 

— . i 


1551 y 


( 1493 


96.3 • 


58 


3.7 



Of this total, 678 JOBS students were added since the preliminary results were reported 
(Batfer <5c Huff, 1981). Of these, 662 graduated and 16 attrited. 

' I-'"' 
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■ciJ»A^rL^l ^ e 3 ° QS P u r0gram is t0 lower-aptitude students for 

S mh^r f S£? e ?nical trainln S' the ^aJ indicator of JOBS program success is the 
traTnin, i St t udents D wh ,° successfully complete the Class "A" schools for which JOBS 

of tn^tlHSS Y * Preliminary analyses showed that the, background characteristics 
of the two JOBS groups were nearly identical and their performance and attrition 
daS P ^ri' n t C K la t S A SCh ° 01 Sh0WSd n ° Significant d i«erences. Thus, for purpose sot 

o eS v*»'Jt!L *° Ih° U S S W T e T, bi r ed t0 inCreaSe ttl relativel y low Sam Ple sizes 
a?' ™k \ ThS direCt " and d elayed-track "A" ^ool comparison groups were 
also combined for.the same reason. ' B l uu H a werc 



Table 5 presents the "A" school graduation and attrition percentages of the JOBS and 
'A» school groups. Of the 1,256 JOBS -graduates who enrolled in ''A^chool 996 (79%) 
re a a V s e oo g s r 93^%?^° (21%) H haVe ^^ d - Of the attrites, 157 (60%) le5t for academTc 
' 2 *!'J "^"demic reasons; and 10 (4%), for other reasons. Of the 1,326 

W Vs e £ SC K h ° 01 com P arison g^ups, 1,19^90%) have graduated and 132 ( 0%Y 
have attrited. Of the attrites, 40 (30%) left for academic reasons; 84 (64%) for 
nonacademic reasons; and 8 (6%), for .other reasons. The attrition across "A" schools 
[S ^percent (21 vs. 25) for the JOBS group and 3 percent for ttfe "A" cK- 
qualifjed group (10 vs. 13) since the first JOBS evaluation. ' 

Attrition varied considerably across "A" schools. For the JOBS group, it ranged from 
a low of 8 percent in the SK course to a high of 33 percent in the BE/E ^choot/ In every 
instance the attrition of the JOBS group exceeded that of the "A" school comparison 
group? ^however, the attrition differences betwefn the two groups dropped from ha? 
ZVk) P !T l0 t l ? y n2 l f= ker w & HU "' in Six 0f the nine "A" schools (afbut PN, qS 

d amal fc™ 1 / fs'lS^' ^ ^ md ^ attriti ° n difference we ^most 

Sit g " + u 7 P ercenta g e P° ints respectively. Increases in attrition 

p^nTsT^ tW ° gr ° UPS the , PN ' QM ' SK ratIngS W6re 2 > 5 > and " 

th,t 7* ^IV^'u 50 ! 1001 attriti ° n rate for the 3 ° BS group is sSill approximately twice 
that for the "A" school-qualified comparison group-21 vs. ro percent. However /this 
result is quite promising- considering' the massive aptitude differences bet weeaThe groups 
felsonl T*hi^rf» ' g rad ^tes attrited from "A" school primary lor acfdemfc 

reasons. The converse was true tf» the "A" school" comparison group. "aemic 

♦u -,™ n P relimina ry results of the JOBS evaluationlfere reported (Baker <3c Huff 1981) x 
he JOBS groups included only the 2,212 recruits who entered the ^Jr^Sj^i ■ 

entered thV'l^m ? ^ 5*°"' J '° BS groupS also included^ 806 recTuits who" 
f T nt * re d. tne Program during May and June' 1981. Of these, 678 attended JOBS school 
(Table 4) and 601 eyentually enrolled in "A" school (Table 5). An examination of these 
students and those in the original JOBS group who attended JOBS an f^" schools (N 873 
and 655 respectively) showed that the second group had significantly lower JOBS and "A" 
school attrition percentages. Of the original JOBS group, 4.8 percent (N 42) attrited 

e°rcent°(N """Tiff 'J 3> A " V K To^Vlt* 

percent (N - 16) and 16 percent (N = 96). for the seconcT group. Similar decreases in 



The ^ck of performance and attrition differences in the Class "A" schools between 
the direct- and delayed-track 30BS sh , cq fhe large attrTtlon 

^^^^^"T ^ J ° BS SCh ° 01 - ThiS ^ 06 due ' a * arv 
trainfng ' P * CaS6S m thiS gr0Up had attrited during JOBS 
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Table 5 












< 

"A" School Graduation and Attrition j 


Eor 30BS 










and "A 


" Schodl Groups 

t 

; 




* 


» 






JOBS Group 


"A" 


School Group 


» 




(Direct and Delayed) 


(Direct and Delayed) 








Grad. 










3 






Attr. 




Grad. 


Attr. 


Difference ^ 


"A" School 3 / 


N 


(%) 


(96) 








0OBS-"A") 


Aviation store- 
















. keeper (AK) 


76 


89 


11 


81 


9? 


1 


i ^» 


' Basic electronics/ 












electricity (BE/E) 


84 


67 


33 


• ?7 b 


OD 


t /l 


* -19 


Boiler technician (BT) * 


158 


69 i 


p 31 




7Q 

/y 


ill 


-10 


Engineman (EN) 


1*7 


88 


12 


W 


95 


5 


-7 


Machinist's mate (MM) ■ 


2*3 


75 


25, 


267 


83 - 


17 ^ 


-8 


\JUtzi d 11 vl to/ 










specialist (OS) 


152 


79 ' 


,21 


121 


97 




-18 


Pprsonnelman fPN^ 


137 


82 


18 


1*2" 


92 


8 • 


-10 


Quartermaster (QM) 




73 ' 


'27 


90 




0 


-27 


StorekeeDer (SK) 




92^ 


8 


92 


97 


3 


c 

-5 


Yeoman (YN)- 


112N 


85 


15* 


132 


93 


7 


-8 




1,256° 


79 


21 


1,326 


s 90 


,10 




-11 


— , # 




(N?996) (N=260) 


' (N= 


1,19*) (N 


= 132) 




Reason for attrition 




N 


1%)' 




N 


h(%) 




, Academic 




157" 


60 




*0 


30 




Nonacademic 




93 


.36 




8* - 


6* 




Medical/other 




10 






8 


6 








260 


100 




132 


100 


-ft 

* 



a 1 

All "A" .schools except BE/E prerequisite school, which is common to the AT, AQ, and AX 
ratings. ' - s _____ __ 

b„ 



The number of "A" school qualified individuals has decreased by three from the first JOBS 
evaluation because three individuals were originally misclassified. 

Of this total, 601 JOBS students were added since the preliminary results were reported 
(Baker & Huff, 1981). Of these, 505 graduated and 96 attrited. , 
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attrition were found between the 1 "A" school groups included in the preliminary and 
current evaluations, with the former groups attrition being 13 pe'rcent and the latter, 3 
percent. Since the demographic data for tbe second group (Table 3) is not significantly 
different from that obtained for- the first group, the difference in attrition apparently is 
not due to a higher quality recruit entering the service during the latter time period 
Further since lowered attrition occurred - in both the JOBS and "A" school-qualified 
second 1 groups., it cannot be attributed to an increased*, effectiveness of the JOBS 

v P * r °l ran ^ u T ?l feduCed attrition * in "A" school may be because "A". school graduation 
vstandards had been reduced during the latter time period; the reduced attrition in 30BS 
may + ^ beca , use the curricula used for the second group had been modified based 
upon formative evaluation data. A significant portion of the first JOBS group had used 
draft curricula. • 4 - 5 K 

» * • 

As of June 1982, surveys had been returned for 379 JOBS students and 695 "A" school 
comparison students who had graduated from "A" school and h^d been assigned to^the 
fleet. As shown in Table 6, the "A" school group received slightjy higher meaty-ratings on 
six of the seven criteria. However, in all cases, JOBS personnel ratings were within the 
acceptable range. Apparently first-line supervisors feel there is little difference between 
the groups in performing as designated strike'rs. In fact, the mean ratings given to both 
groups as to reenlistment recommendations ranged between "probably yes" and "definitely 



Table 6 ^ 

Mean Supervisory Ratings for JOBS and "A" School Groups 
During First Year Fleet Performance as 
Designated Strikers 



Variable 


JOBS Group 
Mean a 


N 


"A" School-qual. Group 
Mean ' ° . n 


1. Types of tasks assigned 










to rating ^ 


3.01 


379 


3.12. 


693 


2. Work quality on assigned 










tasks „ 


3.01 


^379 


3.16 


695 


3. Skill and knowledge re- 










quired to perforin in 


Sr 




< 




this rating 


2.82 


378 


3.0^ * 


69* 


4. Supertasiorvceflujred to 








complete assigned task 


3. Of 


378 


3.16 


695 


5. Military bearing and 










cohduct 


2.93- 


379 


i 

•2.91 


69* 


6. PQS progress (watch 










status) 


2.82 


369 


2.9§ 


65* 


7. Reenlistment recommenda- 








* tion ' 

j 


3.21 


375 

cr 


3.29 


690 



Npte k Data as of Gune 1982 



For variables 1-6, means are based on responses to a *-point scale, where 1 = unacceot- 
able and *= outstanding. For variable 7, means are based on responses to a *-point 
scale, where I = definitely hot and * => definitely yes. P 
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Although the fleet performance of the JOBS group was rated slightly lower than that 
of the "A" school comparison group, the fleet attrition data for the two groups present 
quite a different picture. As shown in Figure 1, 33 months after graduating from "A" 
school, the number of discharges for "A" school groups was twice as high as that for the 
30BS group, which may account, to some degree, for the slightly higher in supervisory 
mean performance ratings of the "A" school qualified group. The majority of those 
discharged were probably, poor performers. Thus, because of the higher discharge rate of 
the "A" school' group, there were fewer poor performers in that group available to be 
rated, which resulted in slightly higher mean performance ratings for the remaining 
students. 



20 
18 



y 16 



< 
X 

u 
3" 
> 
< 

l-J 

D •* 
S 
D 
U 



14 
12 
10 
8 

6 











1 


1.4.8% (177) 






/ "A" School-qualified 






Group (N = 1,194) 






6.8% (66) 






JOBS Group - * 


« ^^^^ 




(N = 996) 



4 8 12 16 - 20 , 24 28 32 
MONTHS AFTER '\V\SCHOOL GRADUATION 



36 



Ifigure 1. 



Correlative discharge percentage^of 30BS and "A" school 
groups who have been in the fleet at Jeast 33 months after 
"A" school graduation. '* « 

V 



As shown in Table 7, the significantly low^r fleet discharge rate for the 30BS 
group offsets their significantly high "A" sckpo\ attrition tete, bringing Jihe total loss " 
difference between 'the 30BS and "A" school-qualified groups to .only 3 percent. In 
addition, a case may be made for preferring the higher loss rate in the "A" school, rather - 
than the fleet, jas less of a training investment has;been made at that time. Further, 
individuals who attrite from "A" schools are not lost to the Navy but, rather, are sent to 
the fleetA As shown in Table 7, in the 30BS groups, 23 percent of the "A" school attrites 
who returned to the fleet were discharged, compared to .39 percent of the "A" school 
group. Overall, the significantly lower number ^Tclischarges from the 30BS group may be 
the result of unexpected job satisfaction experieiV:ed by these lower aptitude personnel. 
Also, they may feel that, although they are working successfully as technicians in the ' 
Navy, they may not be as well accepted in the civilian world where they may have 
experienced a long history of failure. i 

r 
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4 . - 1 


4 


- 


. ) 


• 1 




* 




Table 7 


• 




« 

✓ 




Total Loss of Rated Personnel from 


"A" School 

« 


1 




» 

. Group 


"A" School 
Input 


"A" School 3 
Attrition 


Fleet 
Discharge 


Total Loss 
. of Rated 
Personnel 


- 


JOBS 

"A" School- 
' ' qualified 


T,256 
1,326 


a 260 , • 
132 ' 


, 66 
177 


' 326 (26%) 

t 

* 

309 (23%) 




the JOBS group,; 59 (23%) of "A" school attrites 
. compared to 52 (39%), for the "A" school group. 

/ 


were subsequently discharged, 








CONCLUSIONS 







It appears that the JOBS program has the potential for attenuating Navy technical 
manpower .shortages and contributing to minority upward mobility. ' Considering the 
significantly lower fleet discharge- rate of the JOBS group, .the Navy may be unduly 
constraining its manpower options by excluding these personnel from consideration as" 
eligible for technical training? - 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

\ • •* . 

1. . "Examine the effectiveness of JOBS as a remedial program for "A" gchool- 
t qualified attrites (currently being examined by the Chief of Naval Technical Training). 

2. Conduct a cost/benefit analysis of the JOBS training program (currently being 
done by NAVPERSRANDCEN). • ' . X 8 

u 2l x Ex i 5and tne J °BS program to address additional ratings (currently berne done by 
the Chief of Naval Education and Training). . '6 / 

\. " • - . 
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APPENDIX 
FLEET PERFORMANCE RATING REPORT 



^leet 1-9-25-80 
OPNAV Report Symbol 
1514-2 



SI"' _ 
Name 



_<») 



key Punch Skjp 
(Affix Gummed Label Here) 

FLEET PERFORMANCE RATING REPORT 

MAILING .INSTRUCTIONS 

Request this report be completed and returned within two weeks after receipt. 
Forward completed form in the envelope provided. Mail to: 

Commanding Officer/ 

Navy Personnel Research and Development Center 
tm m • San Diego, CA 92152 x 

(Autovon 933-2371) ATTN: Marc Hamovltch (Code 15) ' 

EVALUATION 



him 

T 



Evaluate member identified above on the fallowing characteristics. Compare 
or her wit* others of the same rating and rate. Evaluate member b*sed on 
ical performance. Circle only one, response per item. 



Characteristic^ 

l.Type of' tasks 
assigned fn 
r«t1«9 



2.Mork quality on 
assigned tasks . 



3. Skin and know- 1 
ledge required 
U perform fn 
this rating 



4.SuPtrv1s1on re- 
quired to coV 
Plete assigntd 
'tasks 



5. Military bear- 
Ing and conduct 



m.PQS Progress 
(Watch Station) 



^acceptable Marginal 



Satisfactory Outstanding 



Given Menial 
tasks outside 
rate/rating 

1 



Glwn tasks a^ Given tasks typ 
the, lowest ever leal 



Unacceptable 
fcrk has ~~ 
re-done 



In this rating 
and rate 

2 

Marginal 



ing an 



inJWl 



Given tasks at 
the highest ltvti 
In this rating 
and rate. 




^f y- 1 - ^i^tii^' _ Satisfactory Outstanding 
»r* has to be work is below mn Meets nor- Hori ' exceeds nor - 



normal expecta- *al expectations 
tlons 



ill expectations 



Unacceptable 
aemonst rates" 
• Jtflnlte lack 
of skills and 
knowledge 

1 

Constant 
mist be super- 
vised at all 
ti*#j 

Unacceptable 
grten violates 
expected stand- 
ard^ in appear- 
ance and Mil- 
itary behavior 



2 

Marginal 



uemonstrates 
Marginally ac- 
ceptable skills 
and knowledge 

2 

Excessive 
Requires nore 
than normal j 
amount of 
supervision 

2 

Marginal ' 
SoMetlaes lax 
In conforming 
to expected 
standards In 
appearance and 
Mil Itary behavior 

1 2 

Unacceptable Marginal 

Far below mln- Slightly below 

points MlnlMue points 



Satisfactory 
uenonstrates a 
typical graspof 
skills and know- 
ledge 

3 

Average 

Requires the 
usual amount of 
supervision 



Outstanding 
bemonstratesex* 
ceptlonal skills 
and knowledge 



Minimum 

Kareiy requires 
supervision 



assigned 



assigned 



Satisfactory 
Conform to ex- 
pected standards 
In appearance 
and Military 
behavior 



Satisfact ory 
HeetlngilnlriSi 
points assigned 



Outstanding 
Cxatpl a r ti appear- 
ance and Military 
behavior 



Outstanding* 
txceeds ■ inlaw 
points assigned 



i 



2 

Probably " 



~Oef1n1tel 

AOOlTlOf m lUfneHATinN 006 
S. loday's Date / / 

k h* bit rr 

f. Member's tine at this duty station 

10. Has Member taken 3fc class ex an 7 ho ^ 

1 2 

If YES provide. 11. Final Multiple score 

12. Minimum Multiple 
Required to advance 

13. Standard Score 



"Probably" 
yes 



t, would you 
4 

DtfTnTltTy 
yes 



\ 



Has *-*>tr been transferred* 



If ves provide IS 
It 



1 

Date transferred 

C-OMmanrt 
J44re*i 



17 Hasv^eer been discharged 7 



If YES provide It. Date discharged / / 

H*ff prj rr 



9 

ERLC 



A-l 



2% 



For NPROC 
use only 



V.XA« 



2,XB* 



3.XC« (1) , 



4.XD* (1) 



,5.XE« (1) 



6.XF« (i) 



7.XG» (1) 

9. XI- (3) 

10. XJ" (1) 



/ 



11. XK« 

12. XL= 

13. XM* 



J5) 
_(5) 
_(2) 



4 ^ 



17. XN* (l)(\* 

18. xo._y_/ tt) 

mm no yyW' 

'■4 



DISTRIBUTION LIST . . 

Assistant Secretary qf the Navy (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) * 

P 1o^N(M D &RA) y ) ASSiStant Secretary ' of the Navv (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower (OASN(M'&RA)) 
Director of Manpower Analysis (ODASN(M)) 

Chief of Naval Operations (OP-OJ), (OP- II), (OP- 1 2) (2), (OP- 13). (OP-1*), (OP-15) (OP-*' 
110), (OP-112), (OP-115) (2), (OP-135), (OP-1WF2), (OP-987H)- ' * ' 

Chief of Naval Material (NMAT 05) 
- Chief of Naval Research (Code 200), (Code 4W) (3), (Code W2), (Code W8) * - ' 
■ Chief of Information fO 1-2 13) _ 

Chief of Naval Education and Training (02), (022), (N-2), (N-5) 

Chief of Naval Technical Training (016) 

Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (MED-25) ' r ' 

, Commandant of the Marine CorpsjMPI-20) « =f * 

Commander. in Chief U.S* Atlantic Fleet 
• Commander in Chief U.S. Pacific Fleet "* 

Commander Anti-Submarine Warfare Wing, U.S. Pacific Fleet 

Commander Fleet Training Group, Pearl Harbor 

Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet 

Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet . 
, ' Commander Naval Surface Force, U.S. Atlantic FleeH 

Commander Naval Surface Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet 

Commander Naval Military Personnel Command (NMPC-013C) 

Commander Navy Recruiting Command / ... 

Commanding Officer, Fleet Combat Training Center, Atlantic 

Commanding Officer, Fleet Combat Training Center, Pacific 
■ Commariding Officer, Fleet Training Center, San Diego 

Commanding Officer, Naval Damage Control Training Center 

nTcaf Ubrlry? (-2) er ' EdUCati ° n and Trainin g Program Development Center (Tech- ' 

. Commanding Officer, Naval Education arid Training Support Center, Pacific 

Commanding Officer, Naval Health Sciences Education and Training Command • 

Commanding Officer, Naval Regional Medical Center, . Portsmouth (ATTN: Medical 
Library) 

Commanding Officer, Naval Technical Training Center, Corry Station (Code 101B) ' 
Commanding Officer, Naval Training Equipment Center (Technical Library) 
Commanding Officer, Recruit Training Command (Academic Training Division) » 
Commanding Officer, Service School Command, San Diego (Code 3200) 
Director, Career Information and Counseling School (Cod^3W34) » 
Director, Defense Activity for Non-Traditional Education Support 
. Director, Management Information and Instructional Activity Branch Office, Memphis 
Director, Naval Civilian Personnel Command 

^Uke?' NaVal EduCation and Trainin g Program Development Center Detachment, Great 

Director Naval Education and" Trainiqg Program Development Center Detachment, 
Memphis 7- 

' Director, Training Analysis and Evaluation Group (TAEG) ' 
Officer in Charge, Central Test Site for Personnel and Training Evaluation Program 

• (PERTA e s r L) Army ReS6arCh Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, Alexandria 

Director Systems Research Laboratory, Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and 
Social Sciences, Alexandria (PERI-SZ) 



eric 



'25 



Chief, Army Research Institute Field Unit, For,t Harrison * 

Commander, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, Brooks Air Force Base (Scientific 

and Technical Information Office) * 
Commander, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, Lowry Air Force Base (Technical 

Training Branch) 

Commander, .Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, Williams Air Force Base 
(AFHRL/OT) , * 

Commander, Air Force Human Resources , Laboratory, Williams Air Force Base (CNET 
' Liaison-Office AFHRL/OTLN) 

Commander, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base 
(AFHRL/LR) v * 

Commander, 31tf Combat Support Group, Little Rock Air Force Base (Career Progression 

Section) * - . > • 5 

Commandant Coast Guard Headquarters 

Commanding Officer, U.S. Coast Guard Research and Development Center, Avery Point 
Commanding Officer^ U.S. Coast Guard Training Center, Alameda 
Superintendent, U.S.- Coast Guard Academy 
Defense Technical Information, Center (DDA) (12) 



